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, V ' Iftvlscd January 15, 1968 

vun 

WMOWHPim FOR THE PBESIDENT 
- gOBJECr: Strategic Offanslv and Defenalve Forces (U) 

I revised our "r.t.glc Offen.^ »d Bef.„.i'e rotces for^ 
F? 69-73. The tables on pages 3 and 4 auwnarlae our lorcc b 
FT 69 budget, 1 recommend that we; 

•I.4«^-^« A force of 1,000 KLnuteman nlBBllefi. Plan on a 

Capability (IOC) of mnute«an HI fron Deceinber, l^b^ zo j 7. 

:.,eX.p « option to -eplo,^;^-^. '^l.VWo '^lul'i^'ll ITtT^ 
the present "^""""^ .ftPi^yrn Sl-^sr l^tlnue the previously approved 
total coet of $212 bIUIoh in FT 6» 73. uman alegiles, 

prograoM for buylag „l„ute»an 111. 

and 

reducing the FOT rate to four per year. 

3. continue develop-entof ^^.%l^'j;i{j^:'rUn of """c tf rovcnb.r. 
.t a total « 69 lnve.ti»nt eoet of W29 lllion. ^fx^ ^^^^ ^^^^^^^ 

1970, based on a . ,„ , force of 384 on-line Poseidon by FY 75. 

ZTl'lU'AV'^^-^ .^i2«r L:t*r.«!59l .llUon. I^velop^a ^ 

a force of 31 Poseidon .ub^rine, carrying » , ^^J^^l of 

^.ployed ^..lle. Procure MK-3s 1^^^^^ -^^.^ peseldon force will have 

in FY 69-73. 

4. Defer Indefinitely the JCS ^c^"J«^J- ^.JfJi^J^ „ 69 «,d a 
total coat of »220 alllion In Tt 69-73. 



Doeument___5_of__#_Docuaent 



Kecord of Oecl.ion '^'l"" 

„ Advanced ICBf' at a cost of $79 f "Jj^^J^^Vi^ el! De^lopnent. 
Adv«.ced Develop»e«t at a f "^J^^j^a torZ of 350 Wv«.eed 
:^^tTrr7%:S5S%iSirrn^9-75. d.r.ndi„. on ..e 

basing. 

6 Disapprove the JCS recommendation to procure a prototype 
Ballisac Missile Shi. for $120 million in W Ten;^ear costs of 

tSn BalllBtic Missile Ships would be about $1.6 billion. 

7. Approve the Air Force reco»«*ndation not to reduce the current 
base program for the bomber force. 

Additional SRA>*s for B-52b would cost 
,68 ^mon 1. « 69 and a ""^ °^,^,^^^,f ^J^^.^ " rJt2.\7'^^ 

total coat of $56 «lUlon In Ft 69-73. 

8. Waapprov. the raco.^ndatlor^for C^^^^^ ^^ertfr"*.^!) 
full-cale development of the *'';'»"=^;i^«f,^i;'^!rratlnE costs for 

"J!- "irirrl^?!? or I;p"v« in:traa further development of 
150 AMSA would be «7.3 tll"""; JZlllr^r, to develop bomber penetration 



S°rctffn:SSoro^! « -r«. ....r ^..^r.... 

aids. 

Approve pxocurenent^of Sentl^^^^ rt^tar"*"^ 
which also provides " "P""" J^^f st!rbillion in U 69-73. 



aids. 

faim:i^:7S«::'J::-"«-^^ " 

U. Wsapprove the «S reco»end.tion to -eP^Vifsu:;\hf rcrctider 
^^r^nrSur^tn/^eUl -ep toward the defense the, 

recoQinend.) 

12. Wsspprove the JCS -".™cn-,tion r P^^^^^ J?" Jr73%oror 
TO F-12 interceptor. ^^^'i^f Jof, TcoSLnefd plan for a modernized 

$800 adllion. Approve i"" ad the . developnent and deploywnt 

continental air J^^^f ^ f 1"e " OverUd P.adar Technology program 

of 198 Improved F-106X aircraft. KO) ii i iiAome Warning and Control 
1, successful. "8i"«5i"8 ftit 52^^«."on before 

System (AWACS) on a schedule that J*™^' •J^^/^'aevelopment of the 
•oSt-rXiSi.5r(5k"? JSfr.-rdU:sJ„rpUru;ti^ rel..r. m September. 1970; 
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(d) examining the possibility of augmenting our air defense force during 
periods of high tension with at least 300 fighters from Tactical Air Cominand 
(TAC), Navy, and Marine Corps training units plus carrter-hased aircraft as 
available- and (e) selective phase-down of the current Century interceptor 
force and portions of the RAGE/BUIC system, the National Air Space Surveillance 
System, and Nike-Hercules radars. 

13. Extend the civil defense program at a FY 69 coPt of $77.6 million. 

lA. Disapprove the JCS recommendation for $191 million for military 
•urvlval measures. Continue instead the approved program at a cost of 
$47 million for FY 66-73. 



I. THE CENEBAL NUCLEAK WAK PROBLEM 

The main objective of our nuclear forces is to deter nuclear attacks 
on the U.S. Our ability to strike back and destroy Soviet society makes a 
Soviet decision to strike the U.S. highly unlikely. By choosing to develop 
and deploy harder-to-attack forces, we can reduce even more the likelihood 
of such on attack. Unable to destroy most of our nuclear striking power, 
the Soviets would gain little by striking first. 

Although the U.S. and the USSR are strongly deterred from nuclear 
attacks on each other, a nuclear war anywhere in the world could lead 
to a war — and most likely a nuclear war — between the two countries. 
Thus to avoid a nuclear war with the USSR, we try to make all nuclear wars 
unlikely. This objective includes: 

1, Reducing any possible loss of control of forces in a crisis. 

2, Deterring nuclear attacks or intiraidation of allied or neutral 
countries. 

3, Discouraging additional countries from acquiring nuclear 
weapons . 

A. Emphasizing and maintaining the firebreak between conventional 
and nuclear weapons. 

Like us, to deter a first-strike nuclear attack, the Soviets main- 
tain the ability to strike back and destroy our society. When they take 
Steps to reduce the damage that we can Inflict (e.g., by deploying ABMs) , 
we react to offset these steps. I believe that the Soviets would react 
in the same way to similar U.S. steps to Unit damage to ourselves. 

Our analysis shows that the Soviets can protect their second strike 
capability against any threat we might pose. Since a second strike 
capability is vital to the USSR, I believe they will Insure the survival 
of this capability. Convinced that the Soviets would counter a major 
U.S. attempt to take away their second strike capability, we have chosen 
not to start a major Damage Umiting program against the USSF.. 
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These considerations lead us to depend »P°« ^^'effectlve 
iKCP fr«rattacklnR us. Against China, conversely, we can buy :«n effective 
fef n CoSSs as InauraSce .gainst a failure of ^^^J, ectlve 

2^re "rt^tlve technology and poorer .conor^ allo^. l^.^oSr 
defense againat her nuclear attack capability into the 1980a. 

H BriK:M>««"^.f ^^^^^^^^^ 

Of the main weakneasea in our poature today. 

11. SOVIET JfflD CHINESi: STFATECIC FOPCF.S 

The following table compares U.S. and Soviet Int^rrnnrtnental 
forces in terms of total negatons, launchers, and bombers. 

U.S. VS. SOV IET STRATECIC KVCLF.AT' FORCFS a/ 

-IHs: 5ssR ^^s^ USSR UsSi iSsii 



Ballistic 
Missile Launchers 

Soft ICB^te ^^f^ 105A 



Hard ICBIls 
FOBS 

Mobile ICBMs. 
(non-add) 
SLBlts 
TOTAL LAUNQIERS 



Intercontinental 
Bombers 

Total Forefe Loadlncs 
Weapons 
Megatona (>tr) 
1 fir Equivalents 



Alert Forc fe leadings 
Weapons 
>fegaton8 

1 ttr Equivalents 



•/ U.S. prograimned vs. National Intelligence Estlinates (NIE) for USSK. 

i>..-w«^ «f wiARlle launcherB and bombers are a poor measure of the 
reUtl^cTp-Mm e of S s Soviet .trategic force.; tot^ «8atons .re 
y" ?he.. ~..«.res .re frequently »ed In dr».lng coriparlsons 
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..tve.. «.S. »d soviet ^^f^.l^^^^^ 

U not totU wgatcm. or nunfcers of f'^^'^I^ •^'!!°^,„ed Destruction 
force. c» effectively crry J^^.^^^S.^.f, .uc^ «-.ccur»c:-. 
«xd .tteck. on Soviet force, to '"^f ^ in evaluating the 

reliability , .urrfvaiiUty -"^^"^nil" anpear -ore reliaV.le 

we are buying large «u^e« of sr^Uer. -urate r--^^^-'^:: . 
the, better »"%»":^:f/,t^irUT«res the nu^^cr of targets destr^vco 

U.S. Mt.tona. The f'^K^^"! "^^^l^^ Poseidon, with a eingl.^M, _ 

t»y • the table shCT^Sjtbe 



of 



the 



^*P°^' the yielc3 of t).e 

Poseidon — with only ..^^^.c 
destroy up to . titnes as many targets. 



eanon — car. 




Nuitiber of airfields 

Number of hard silos b/ 

N^er of STPall cities (100,000) 

lZ>Vr of ™ediu. cities (300.000 

N^Ser of large cities (2,000,000) 

Number of defensive interceptors 

needed to counter c/ 
Total tnepatons 

./ reliability equaU . Circular Probable Error (C-) equals 



such calculation, have convince, .e^^^ 
of fhiltiple I^O^P'^^f^irlt^^Jne cities or »ilitaI^• targets . defended 
IVI\.TXT. "ZZori: llVtT^. tc mcrea^e the ef f ectivene.. our 
forces U by putting KIPVs on Slinute^ar. anc. Pos.i.lor,. 

luring 19W-65. the ..S. -^ntained sr.U ^ KB. con.t^ruc- 

tion Btarts at the rate of about la""'hers per yea.. 

during nf ap:L^r!"; .topped except for fiUing out 

groups already under construction. 
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Becord of DeclBlon 

Th. fi«viatB have continued to teat Fractional Orbit BalXlatlc SjBteTO 
(rOBSr«^jrv:uin^ in » attest to deny warning to our atrate.ic 

bon^m, if we took ©o counter actions. 

class of large, nuclear-powered, ^f^^^^^X/^^^^^^ Intelligence estlinates 
■Ixteen 1.000 to 2,000 nautical mile (NM) mlssiies. « b 
sixteen i.uuu to , service by tnld-1971 and 

project wiwc I vissllc (SLB>0 submarines 

•n.e SovletB alBO appe.r to be pursuing two advanced "'^^^f" ' 
(1) a i^ng-ra^ge ^tl-im' .y.t«. .round Woaeo,, with .bout l.uneh.rs. 
Bid (2) a tyattm aeroaa Europaan BSSP 

We expect botl. svsteiiiB to becone par'tiallv 



The Chlneae were .Kpect.d to begin operational -leploy^nt of a J^Hl... 

Blsslle ayatem. ^67 buHld not do this either, 

facility for large launchers late In 1967. But ax^ schedule that we 

LT^"^ou^l,'^rJ^d.'rch wcuXd .tm ano,,. an initial operational 
ICBM deployment in the early 1970s. 

III. ASSURED DESTPUCnOIl 

A^r^r a rational enem from launchinp a first strike arainst us 

•trike against the U.S.. even in extreme situations. 



, , ItevlBed J«nu«iy IS, 1968 

Record of Dedoion 

Hnrever. our Assured Destruction capability does not Indicate ho» 
V. »o!ld^I our forces In a nuclear war. We m.st design our forces to 
^rilth^y situations, including • war which neither 
Sr«duce the livelihood of such a war by keeping tight J**' 

Ti «a°o5s": ^"irhive'L^^'^^sslles surviving to attacU Soviet sdlit^ry 
Jargets. whll. withholding enough for Assured Destruction. For this tasl., 
ICBM accuracy la vary worthwhile. 

A. fraainst the Expected Soviet Threat 

Against the expected Soviet threat, our strategic forces can survive 

forces m our HIE. we could launch «>« than with a yiei 

BOre than . against the WSI! In 1976. 

■ How much damage the surviving weapons could cause depends rm the 
effectivenHs^f Sovle? defenses. The next table .ho,« that 
rt. Mph NIE-estlmated threat, the U.S. Assured Destruction capahllity 
S ^ch great" t^a^ the 20 to 25X which 1 believe Is needed for deterrence 
against a Spvlet first strike. 

' (Percent of Soviet Population Killed; 

FY 69 FY 72 FY 76 

Against High NIE Tlireat 
Against Low KIF Threat 

If we could be sure that Soviet forces would stay within the range 
of the NIE - both m quality and numbers - we could consider smaller 
strategic forces. 

B. Afn alnat Oiina 

While China may be able to threaten her neighbors and "-S. bases 

4« A«l« bri972 she will not pose a threat to the U.S. second strike capa- 
in Asia 1572, she ^ixi no p ^^^^^^ ^^^^^ ^^^^^^ 

$i «?alia ion f"; ;oS les^ of aggression, probably involving OUnese 

in "taiiaiion lor callinr for the destruction of China, such 

nuclear weapons. ^^'^"^^'^^^^^'i.Jad'i on government, sdlltary. or Industrial 
rar^L!" msmL'So'^f re'^::^^^^^ for'attacklng tH^-sansltlve Chinese 
nuclear targets. Bombers could cover other tarpets. 
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^^^^'one incRaton warheads detonated over Chinese cities 

vould defSS^S of Cnin.'s urhan population 

ti^dustrv. rne reconi^nded strar.gic forces ere sufficient to Inflict t..i.. 
destruc'tion or. China vhUe still r*lntaininr. our Assured I>cstruc.inn 
capability against the SoNdct ttiion. 

C. Against Creater-Tnar-Exoected Soviet Tnreats 



Tne follouinE table coTTjares the 197f.. balancer: grentcr-thar- 
expectec threat, used in the foUovine analyses, '.rith the hir.^- t.. 

Hirh KII Cre at e r- 7- nr. -r.xt>cc t e d 

Independent ly-target able 
missile warheads on-line 



■Air I>efenses 

Look-down fighters a./ 
LcTw-altitude S>.V Launchers 



AEV Launchers 
Area 

Tenrlnal b/ 



Progra-is renuired to simport such ar. eff'^rt should :^rove 
technically difficult, expensive, cr.d . since vc h.-^vc clearly indicated 
ve vou^d rLpond. hold little hope of providing the Soviets with a net Rain 
in effective first striUe capability. Nevertheless, to insure- tr.at 
thes; threats terrain unlihely. anc to rnaintri. our deterrent s.oulc ■ 
they appear, we r.aV.r. sure t/.at h^.ve evr.iia.ic the ontirnP needed to 
cois^.ter ther.. 

Tf the VSS>^ re:>laccs or inr-rovc? the. accuracy of itR ar.d 
^^^g itcouloticst roy J^' ir.ute .na:-. ..glj5.s.y:.aj^. ^ ■ 

ir their silos. Even if the Scvictc could dcst roygp^pl^^^viM?^^^^^ 
thev r,;uld not elir.inatc our A-..urc'J Destruction cS^aSility. ^ur rcrnir.inr 
SLn?.s ^d alert bomber force can penetrate the :ai>C3tincted Soviet defcn.r. 
and km at leastP-^of the Soviet people through 1076. Siirilarly. at 
least'throuBh 197r;"a%cr^' extensive Soviet syJ^ter and air defence, 
without preater-than-expectec ICr.Vs. wouIl still let the V-.S. prorrnrrcd 
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force maintain an Assured Destruction capability ofi|Psp Our 
;rlTr^:^6 force can cope vith a grcater-than-expected AB- because we 
already have prograrir«(l ABV hedces — Poseidon - 
Mlnutewan, 

The next table shoves that the U.S. pror.rar^c^ force car. keep it 
Assured Destruction capability throur.h H" 75 by putting v.i-^rP,' 

eidon .issile. even if the Soviets deploy f 
^ssile and bor-ber defenses. Short-r.ange Attack /i.siUs ' 
ZllvB and an air-to-air rlssile to protect the borbers against aHvancec 
^^terc ^p'ors ;:o^ d keep our Assured restriction capability ap.inst th.s 

threat ■HI^H^^^^^^' 



or. e*iCi 



(Percent of Soviet Population Rilled) 

69 n- 70 n- 71 n 12 n' 73 p: n rui ZLii 



r.S. Prograrr^L^ Force 
i;.S. Prograrirried Force 

plus o^i 

Poseidon 



ft/ The first percentage shc^.-s fatalities if ve are renu red m hill a. 
least tvo- thirds of the people in defended cities, xnr. second 
percentaRe sho^^s fatalities vithout this restriction. 

Onlv against a combined greater-than-e:r^exted^ovy.: AH:' 
defense, and' accurate ICB>' force, costinr the So.^ct. ^ ^.f^^^^^^''^ 
the hicv KI^ would our retaliator>' forces need nnjor ne.. addit^.^.s. .ecau.. 
of b^.h'cosrand little returr., the Soviets probably x.ill not atter^t to at : 
sLra posture. Moreover, because of uncertain t: os about performance and r. 
ve should not deplov nev systcn. as replace^nt. for ^>^i^t-^^^VStens ur .1 : 
threat apnears which cannot be econorlcally ^.t by ir.^rov.n^ tne exis. 
6y^ter3. We should develop new syste:r.5 only as option.-. v:hicV. vouid restore 
our Insured Destruction capability should the greater-than-expeced threat 
lllnr realirinR that it is not lihely to occur. Tnus, vc should selec. 
^tioAs vUh s^^^^ initial cost.. If the threat actually ..aterialire. . ve 
^ by la;er investment, develop these options fully. (:;o aus^entatirn 
is-;eeLd for TV 60-72. Hence, I a. reco^endin, a.a.nst 

iUo^e'^c^iU^y against on)y in that ti^ period.) 

The follwlng table shovs the effect of the cor,V,incr. prester-thar,- 
expected So^•iet of£e:,sive H^d oefenslve thre« oh our A.«uree D^y/""^''" 
wabilltv. It indicates the i:.S. prcr.r.rrort force c»?atl.lty s:.= the 
effects of bu>-lr.r, SVX'^ , STX: decoys, an advancec, bomber aecoy cnc ar. 
air-to-air isiasile to protect bonl.ers against an advanced ir.tercep.or. 
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D.S. ASSURED DESTRUC TION AnATWRT rPr^TFP-Tl^AK-EXPECTKD 
SOyiJT_hAlJ^^P_ O FFEKSES AIID DrFTNSES 
(PercenV of Vovlet Population Killed) 

ry 69 FT TO FY 71 F Y 72 FY 73 F^ 7A FV 75 ry 76 

Trografmned Forces 



a/ The first percentage sho-w fatalities if we are required to kill at least 
^ two-thirds of the people in defended cities. The second percentape ahm s 
fatalities without this restriction. 

This table shoiTS that even if the borber defense fIspIIc works, 
the preater-than-expected threat would call for a more effective U.S. 
Assured Destruction capability by FY 76. In addition, for Assured Destruction 
ve do not want to rely primarily upon bombers which depend upon tactical 
warning for survival. Therefore, our alternative is to provide our missile 
forces with added protection. The degree of this protection depends utvon 
how much aid for ho\^ long we are willinp, to rely on bombers in the interim, 
on Poseidon and 

when added to the above bomber options, result in 305: Soviet fatalities in 
1976.) In any event, we should not take steps — such as reducing the nurrbcr 
of bomber bases — that lessen our confidence in the botnbers* survival. 

D. Ontiens to Prot ect O ur Assured Destruction CaT >abllltv 

1. Inc reased Warbeads on Pos eidon 

Ve are providing the production base so that by FY 74 we could 
put up to on each Poseidon missile as a hedRc against a heavy 

Soviet Afill or an increased threat to Minuteman. 

2 . Improve Our BoiabAr JFojree. 

Against improved terminal bomber defenses we can put SP/Vs 
on B-528 in addition to the SfA-Ms on FB-llls, By initiating procurement 
in FY 70, the B-526 could be equipped with SFAJls by FY 72. 

If Soviet air defenses iTnproved, but their ABM did not, no 
Increaae in the aire or expense of our strategic forces wuld be called for. 
However, for the cost of the present B-52 program we could improve our 
effectiveness by putting SVM\s on 195 B-52s and phasing out the other sixty. 

U 



teeord of D.elilon ^'^^^ 

If Soviet air defenses improved ss part of a balanced Danage 
Umltlnt orograa. SMMb plus penetration aids for the vhole bomber force 
«Sd p?o^ t^rthvhlle and would total *bout $2.7 billion In Xen^ear syste,^ 
eotts above the present program. 

3. IiBprovewentB to Hlnu teman Missiles 

As a hedge against a heavy Soviet kJ^V systCTn wc could replace 
all the Minuteman II by Minuteman Ill/mrV at a cost of $] .0 ^'^l"^" "^'^'^ . . 
Ill Jres«;rprogr«n. As . hedge against the f.ilur^ of our P^^f "^^^^^f ^''^^ 
it a^srof $6.2 billion we could convert to l.ono lUnutenian III "^^^f^^^^^^^^ 
md bS^ missile. We could have an all llnutcnan 

III force by FY 76. We could develop 

Minuteman as possible replacements for the present , °^ sVZ\t^^^ 

• A. Defense of Minuteman 

DeployTnent of the light defense of Kinutenan. sho-.^n belcy. 
mlRht dissuade the Soviets from developing and deploying pystenevhici 
Sherwl^e could destroy mnuteman. In any event, it uoulO provide a useful 
Sife^e of'Siute^ gainst the expected Soviet ICBr force -i^hout accurate 
SrVs and furnish a base for developlnp. a stronger defense against a Soviet 
force S^uipped with MinVs. The median defense of vmuteman would P^^^ect^^^^ 

Jhf heivj'defense of rdnuteman would guard against the very sophisticated 
wiic J assured in t]»e 

rr«J«-?J»-ei^eeted threat for 1975 and 1976. The following table su™,arlzes 

these three defenses. 

Lgyrxs or wmrTETtA?? dftttisv: 



Sprints Spartans Investment Cost a/ Annual Costs 
.($ Millions) ($ mlUons) 



Light Defense of 

Minuteman 
lledian Defense 



Minuteman 



Of Minuteman 

Heavy Defense j^^q 
of mnuteraan ^ouu 



a/ Defense of Minuteman is ecmaidarad an add-on to the Sentinel 
~ ffiti-Chlnese defence. 
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5- Viore P oseido n .SiA> !narlnes 

We could order more Poseidon subiiuirlnes wl.ich require n fi2C0 
million investtnent per ship and a four- year lend tire. By inltiatlnp. 
procurement In FY 70 we could have ten nev Poseitlon subnaHncs by the enc 
of FY 75 and twenty by tlie end of nr 76. Tlie ncre Poseidon missiles wr 
have the less we would have to reJy upon Tinutenan, 

If V7e chose to denloy addltinral. Poseidon iiiRtcac: of def*»ndlpR 
or hardenlnp. ?'lnute»an, «nd lf\sovlet icn»' pcciiracy irnrovo.d rart cdl- 

Jtinutenan would become verj' vulnerable amJ 
invite rather than deter an attach. In this case, we should phase it out. 
Thus, choosing Poseidon rlpht result in uvscttlnp tlie balance of our forces 
It would be undesirable to be v?ithrut a land-has cd rissllc fore.-? ar, p;irt rf 
offensive posture because we vould become potentially more sensltivn tr 
unexpected Soviet advances in anti-submarine warfrre. 

6. K ev7 irnv 

Contract rcfinltlon bej;un in Jorunrv JOf.s voulfl perr^it an 
IOC by Fy 75. We could deploy tliis new nispile in nev silos cr. part of r 
defftnded or undnfended fixed l.?nc-l: PRftd syrtftm. fonvorpoly , vc coult' liorl'^ 
It as a land-mobile or shir-based syster or hnso it in a nev c''a.ss of si:* - 
narines. In order to develop a new TCIl*', wo voulC renuirc a ?2 to S3 ^^^^^ 
research and development nropram. The ten-year cost of huyinf. a ne^' ITB*' 
totals some S31 to $20 billion. 

The followlnf, table corTnnror the cor.tr. of thcr^c alternatives 
against the greater-than-expected Soviet threat. Tar costs shoi.T. arc ovc-r 
and above the cost of presently propraTTrcd forcer.. All options provide 
an Assured Destruction copaMltty of 2C'' Ly missiles alone apainst the 
Rreater-than -expected Soviet tVireat in 1?7d. 

COS TS OT VAPloi 's mssiLf opTioTS TO prnTrrT APSU^iTt n^STrvm ni: 
AGAiT^sT rrf/YF^-Ti'/:"-i::3'r. cTi:j' titfat 

("$ BilUonTf 

Rtr P ro>!rar Costs (TV f>R-7fe) 
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If the soviet. * »ot «.et by «n*trJ;"5e""efu?r i^cuJeT^eldons . 
«r.V. can defend Mlnuteman « 

f/thw ^e^ep . •"•11 ~" " for ttnute^an ere 

, iv- of acauirlng Poscldons. «ffer an alternative 

M h^er Mln»te««. defense. 'B'*"'* (caUlnR 

.He new XCBM. ^i^J ^^^'^s":* t^rZ. Pos^Uo^e -ntJl the Soviet «V 
^e^Ur-S Kefthrth; «.e Jr-than-expected thre.t.. 

„ „ c.«.se to buy Poseld^,; ofT. Tov^r 

,„ n 70 md FT 7X. before w. could .ee the „ decide to 

threat. If ve 

deploy then until R /J. . 

A d.fen.e of Ml«ute»an can be *o>;f; »oS 'elpituity!" 
held down the total coat of ^*^-;?S^*r^:id h^ve to decide 

TO deploy the heavy defense of W^'^^^^'.^Hn.. by R 71. »;d the heavy 
ref:n:e"by*n''7rotrer"he'ds«:':uch a. »ore Poaeldon .ub^arlne. or^the^ 

SelUatirmaalle Surface Ship. «e "^'^^''^ii-petltlve with the defense 
built 10 teaponse to the threat and they are eow Wnuteman 

"^r'oTti;. S%ftltS%'rro:;et threat taKea. To preaerve the option 

E. * M«ned irrr'-r*- 

Kecent atudle. have *!/'^rti:^.%fro2fitfen:es 
lrt..ll./bo»ber force •''"^"^rboSer^ addled ~a.ure of «.surance apalnst 
into the 1970.. They Induce the OSSE to divert re.ourcea 

«reater-than-«xpected Soviet threat, an j enjoy, certain 

irthelr «.tl-bo«b.r .* :i"^°"tt.cW«rw~ eitie. with rda.Ues 

•o^rror-^it^-s-;^^^^^^^^^^^ 

,He previous aectlon -l^-^^rtheU^raUrcol^^^^^^^ 
atrateglc offe»-i«,*!""; l' forc^ feU-hrd^ed. the l..«e Is 

SiXr^'^S-'t^ ^d^f rui'o^ber force -1th an *'<SA. 

« ^,,t happen .««tl« '^ter 1076 ^-;.i;,:te;v;"*Sr::tS:tl«e 

-.f'trth^rdrt" rin^M^^ ^ 

^ilfe^-oi e^^nnllllTUpJ^ci:^-^^^^^^^^ " ^ 
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Is en AMSA e g6o6 hedge? It is not. Against the «E 
«f threats our progr«iw«d forces ere adequate. Since the strategic 
forc^fr^ Sready well-hedged. »e can keep an Assured DeBtruction 
^STillt" IgS^sl greater-than-expected threats without the AMSA. 

To counter a Soviet greater-than-expected threat. 
circu«tances. including the «08t probrt)le c«es. V.S. ^^^^J^!*,^""^ 
^S^d with AMSA cost more than forces with equivalent effectiveness 
but without the advanced bomber. 

What does AMSA cost as a hedge? To ansver this question we 
«ust compare the cost of bomber forces needed to ^^^^J^^Jj^^^^.^^ 
levels of Soviet threat. The following two tables make this comparison. 

rnsTS or altf.RNATI VT. FB-111/B-S2 pnRCES 
($ Billions) 

Bomber Torce Program Costs (FT 68-82) a/ 

A. 210 FB-lUs ' ^^I'l 

B. 210 FB-lUs and 255 B.52s without SRAMs 12.4 

C. 210 FB-llls and 255 B-528 with 1^.^ 
pet B-52 



a/ AMSA IOC in H 76. 

Force B represents the programmed force and would cope with the 
hieher range of the HIE-proJected Soviet strategic forces. It would also 
lefSI e^and to meet a greater-than-expected Soviet threat. Force A 
costing $5?2 billion less, would be appropriate for the low^er range of 
K?E tS?eat;. Force C adds SPA^ls to the B-52s, providing the expansion 
needed^' «et the greater-than-expected threat. This option would 
cost $2.9 billion more than Force B. 

The next table compares the ctost of hedging against the greater- 
than-expected threat. 

COSTS f>F ALTETO ATIVE STRO NF ^r^^^^^ TORCES OF KQUAL EFFECTUTNESS 
" ($ Billions) 

Bomber Force Program Costs (n 68-82) 

C. 210 FB-llls and 255 B-52s with 

per B-52 ^tl'l 

D. 210 PB-llls and 68 AHSAs J^'^ 
B. 138 AMSAs 

Both Force D and E are about equal in effectiveness to the 
programmed force plus SRAMs against the K^^er-than-expected threat . 
provided B-52 penetration aids work. Force D represents the smallest 
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V J tr eeats S2.9 bilUon ©ore 
«SA fore Whlehve c«n^B » . j eo.t. c«n.lder-.ly 

Co„,lder.tlonB other th«j -'^ 4f ^"J'J ritrser^lLd 

.ttractlve th» Force C^^ ^^^l^ "'^^ ;%"T-."SSsLntl Inltiel 
time than deploying S^"*^ » increased Soviet threat 

inveatnent before we could f^., " ^es . shorter Ico^ 

--fcr^sf-s h^z'i^'js. ?ir"" 

vested $3 to $10 billion. 

achieve equal effectiveness. A3 ^SA contributes only 

^T/Jd: rr;r.rtrcS;oi:r«"- -p"- «^ 

the 'B-52s. 

IV. STRATEGIC DEFEKSE 

0„. Assured -strucUon cap^Mi^ty ^es an, J^^^ - 
with the Soviets unlikely. ^Therefore. « ^ the unllV.ely 

give us high confidence In ^^^^^^^^der adding forces that »lght red«e 
event deterrence falls, Danage Urdtlnf forces, unlll.. 

damage to our population and l"*"*'^- „ot work perfectly under 

lUd for P="""f";j:^°aeSn.nhe «.«■. probable risks, 

all conditions. They "l^'"'".^""' 'f'l" pr threats posed by the 
^ch as wars growing »f JJ^'bakc Damage U^tlng question 

in:tSLr:s:u;r^/e^U"^^^^ 

A defensive sy.te. to aave V^S cltUs 'J^-/,„";^:Lrrn::«r^^^^^ 
„at atte-^t to ^.ep ->'"J f «^«ftrJ^".::^J:ge In'such a deploy,«nt. 
to our Ueploysent. In this analysis we u. cities. It has an 

fte^lrst': "Posture proofing o^rrapp^^^ coverage of key targets, 

area defense of the entire j^f^nge of cities. It Is estlnated 

It has a relatively l°"-'»=":".LtrS9 baU^ tn Investment and $600 rdlllon 
that initially It wojjd f "^Is a heavier defense with a 

a year to operate. The Mcond. 'osture b . ^j^^^ed that initially 

higher denalty Sprint defenae of te. Because of prob- 

it would coat ""i?" -J'^g^i;^ b " r»"" 

d>le Soviet reaction, «f S4 to S5 billion In InveatMnt. ««>wo«'- 

fi:"ri:nce convl ^ »V.tT. ^^r^^lirof a'fJcctlve Oafen... -ould eventu^ly 
Sd^ W S^d about $*0 bllUon. 
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The U.S. c«n justify the cost of a major defense only If It could 
ttkt away the ability of the Soviets to kill Americans. The following table 
Illustrates the effects of these defenses If Nlke-X works as designed and 
if the Soviets do not react to the U.S. ASK. The USSP*s estimate of Its 
ability to strike back after a U.S. first strike on Its forces Bight prove 
lover than shown If the Soviets judge the uncertain factors pessimistically, 
as ve do in naklng our own Assured Destruction calculations. 

U.S. KILLED IK ALL*01T STRATEGIC EXCH/LVCE IK 1976 
ASSUMES HO SOVlZr REACTION TO U.S. AEM 
(In Millions) 

U.S. Strikes First 

U.S. FroaraffiS Soviets Strike First Soviets Retaliate 

U.S. Fatalities Soviet Fat . U.S. Fatalities Soviet Fat .b/ 

Approved Fro gran (Sentinel) 
Poeture A jt/ 
Fosture B 



ii/ The JCS currently reconnnend this deployment, 
jb/ Enough forces a*** withheld ffom the U.S. first strike 

after their retaliation. 

This table shows thst If the Soviets do not respond, they lose 
their deterrent. They vould be forced to react to Increase the ability 
of their forces to survive and strike back. They could dc so In several 
different ways : (1) by stepping up deployment of SS-96 and SS-IIb now 
In production; (2) by defending their present nisslle force; (3) 

(4) by deploying 

a neu, large ICBM (either noblle or defended); or (5) by deploying a nev: 
submarine-launched missile like our Poseidon. They have the technical 
capability to do any of these things by the mid-19 70s 

If the Soviets choose to respond to our ABM * 



A larger Soviet response could raise probable U.S. 
fatalities still higher. 

U.S. KILLED IK ALL -PIT STRATEGIC EXCKXNCr IT.' 1976 

ASSU?aKc so\*irTS respokd to U.S. AB?; 

(In Millions) 

U.S. Strikes First 

U.S. Programs Soviets Strike First Soviets Retaliate 

U.S. Fatalities SoN-let Fat . U.S. Fatalities So\'let Fat 

Approved (Sentinel) 
Posture A 
Posture B 
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AS pm o£ their nsponse. the Scwlete could add large 
««^i.lle. that would threaten our Aaeured Oeatructlon capability. 
"IS I^iS^ ~»^d ^o r.ac?y Viewing each other', buildup In forces 
S'J^'tacnLrdlhr.at. each side would '^^"'"JJ^Uo™ 'l 

t» Hereuilne the costs to both with no gain In security. Theretorc, i 
Sm^TSj^Sy^g SI Klke-X syst«. to protect A-erlo eltl.. would be 
Mlther wise nor effeetliw. 

B. Protection Atalnst Small Urb an Attacks 

A lldit U.S. ABM system would protect against a Qilnese ipM attack. 
I»v .rotec««^e i's. n.J"t .uch a threat. It probably would enhance our 
AllUv to dfter ainese nuclear Intimidation of other Asian countries. 

mci » 1 Ug^t soviet AB„ system reduces the ^•"S,,':;:JLm 
rt.rr « md the Soviet ttilon Into a nuclear war. a llg^t U.S. ADii aystem 
S aL' -(iJna^s'Jmty To .do ao. The area defense of CONUS -uld f - us 
a wallatlc Damage Umlttng capability agalnat Qilna for tiie «ld.X97na. as 
shown In Che next table. 

. . U.S. FATALITIES IK A S?' ^^ T -SCALF. ATTACK a/ 

" (In Millions) 

irj;. StrilLes First rh^«ii Strikes First 

n^.r of ICBMS M n a ^ 13 75 

n 1 3 5 10 20 

Ho Defense » ^ f^. b/ b/ 1 

ugnt ABM 0 y ^' 



K rru.2'^.^Tu^Ts^-:2l"wJJSnii:'';^^ no deaths. 

C, civil Defense 

dvll Defense provides low coat Inaurance for our people In the 

^out $0,45 per space added. 

D. Continenta l Air Defense 

The nuoiber of lives uhlch would be saved by air defense If the 
xne g depends on our ballistic alaslle defense. 
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that bo*.i. cpuld then ada le.. th« '".■^^JJS'jJj^Slt^MSnnterceptor. 
W L alt d.f«»e *t * ^"f?.'!/"''!! ,.12.^th iWACS (ten^e.r cost 

iN'S^fu^rs :r.U';2.st"ir^in.t\; u. .^^^ -x"- 

attategle foteea that we 'i^govlet bomber asplt.tlons. an^ 

patroUing of out H .is.lons outside the U.S. We 

the use of continental air defense ^" " effective air defense 

^leve these objectives 1th a ^hm m.t present force. 

Zee that cost. »!" "'f lori^c^err-mflEbtlts (the F-106X). 
This modem force will consist ot ^""V ^ ^ National Air 
« ABACS, two OIH radars, mi cist through 1979 for 

space aystem for ^'^-^Pj'^^^J^Tr^riith $13.9 billion for the 
the nodem force U *";*™,~^,,tlnE costs of the sodem force 

sirtLsSri; .s:n:ti.t':.rj zvz%r.>^^ force after r, 70. 

surveillance is presently S^^cfop^nt^AWACS 
„st.m. Therefore, we •ho»l^P"««^.f.f ^Socc^rsfSl) and with dcvelep- 
(If thi overland J^^'l^^echnology j,^iop, and deploy on the 

■rat of baek-acatter 0TH/»1»":, -avanced fire control systen. 

F.106. advanced Ir-to-alr ^"^yi'^.^J,"* JHJttle to be gained fro» the 
With these Improvementa to the F l^"' j ^e can avoid the 

hi^h patfoimance charscterlBtics of the F 12 . ^ . a,,„,e 
Sdltlonal $1.7 billion cost of an F-12 force ana 



objectives. 
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